
Before the Board of Zoning Adjustment , D. C. 

PUBLIC HEARING-April U, 1965 

Appeal #8U+l Paul V. Gardner, appellant. 

The Zoning Administrator Dis t r ic t  of Columbia, appellee. 

On motion duly made, seconded and unanimously carried the following Order 
was entered on April  80, 1965: 

That the appeal f o r  a variance from t h e  side yard requirements of 
the R-1-B D i s t r i c t  t o  permit one and one-half s tory addition t o  single-family 
dwelling. for  a garage a t  3612 Massachusetts Avenue, NOW,, l o t  5, square 1931, 
be granted. 

From the records and the evidence adduced a t  the hearing, t h e  Board finds 
the following f a  cts: 

(1) Appellant s l o t  which is t r iangular  in shape, has front ages of 112 
feet  on Massachusetts Avenue, 164.28 f ee t  on 36th S t r ee t  and 120 f e e t  on 
i t s  southeast l o t  l ine.  The l o t  contains an area of 5732 square fee t  of land 
and is improved with a detached dwelling. 

(2) Appellant's dwelling has a f i v e  foot wide side yard on the southeast 
l o t  l i n e  which met .the requirements of the Zoning Regulations a t  the time the  
dwelling was erected. This s ide  yard is now nonconforming a s  present regulations 
require a minimum of eight feet .  

(3) Appellant proposes t o  e rec t  a one-story and a t t i c  building t o  be 
used a s  a garage with storage space above. 

(4) Appellant basis h i s  hardship on the f a c t  t h a t  due t o  the shape of 
t he  l o t  and the 15 foot  building r e s t r i c t i o n  l i ne  on 36th Place, t h a t  it i s  
impossible t o  erect  the addition and provide t h e  eight foot s ide  yard required 
by the regulations. An inspection of the p l a t  on f i l e  w i l l  r eveal t h a t  t he  
proposed addition w i l l  be on l i ne  with the  &sting s ide yard and one corner 
of th: addition abutting the building r e s t r i c f ion  l ine.  

( 5 )  There was no objection t o  the granting of t h i s  a p p a l  registered a t  the 
public hearing. 

OPINION: 

We a r e  of the  opinion tha t  appellant has proven a hardship within the  
provisions of Section 8207.11 of t h e  Zoning Regulations due t o  the  shape of 
the l o t  and the fur ther  f a c t  t h a t  the building r e s t r i c t ion  line prevents 
h i s  moving the building i n  t o  provide the required side yard. Fllrther, it is 
our op in ion tha t  the proposed garage w i l l  not a f fec t  l i gh t  and a i r  t o  adjoining 
properties a s  it is  well removed from i t s  abutting property owner, who does 
not protest  t he  addition. 

I n  view of the above it is our fur ther  opinion t h a t  the  r e l i e f  can be 
granted without substant ia l  detriment t o  the  public good and without subs tan t ia l ly  
impairing the  intent ,  purpose, and in t eg r i ty  of the zone plan a s  embodied in 
the zoning regulations and map. 


